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order to ensure the ready accessibility by all
elements of the intelligence community of
intelligence and other information stored in
such databases.

Mr. SPECTER. I yield the floor.

———

YUCCA MOUNTAIN

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
stand to try to enlighten Members
about the Yucca Mountain resolution
which is going to be before this body.
Yesterday, I took to the floor to speak
on the current status of the Yucca
Mountain debate in the Senate. I bring
it to my colleagues’ attention this
measure has been reported by the En-
ergy and Natural Resources Committee
and is now ready for consideration by
the full Senate.

There is a process here. I think it is
somewhat confusing to Members, and
hopefully we will get a better under-
standing when I share my analysis.

I want to make sure everyone under-
stands that I certainly support the ma-
jority leader’s ability to control the
floor of the Senate and hence the
schedule. I hope the majority leader
will bring this issue to the floor short-
ly. I and others are looking forward to
working with him, Senator LOTT and
others, to try to come to an agreement
to move the Yucca Mountain issue.
However, should the majority leader
choose not to bring this up and asks
the Republicans to do it, we are pre-
pared to oblige.

The process laid out is unique in the
Nuclear Waste Policy Act. It was in-
tended to eliminate any opportunity to
delay, impede, frustrate, or obstruct
the Senate and House votes on this
siting resolution. That is the reason
this expedited procedure was put into
the act.

As Senator CRAIG pointed out last
week, this was very specific language.
It provides that any Senator on either
side may move to proceed to consider-
ation of the resolution.

There is a historical association with
these procedures. Back when the Nu-
clear Waste Policy Act was debated in
1982, a central question was how to
treat an obligation by the State se-
lected for the repository if, in fact, the
State objected—hence the situation
with regard to Nevada. Nevada was se-
lected. Nevada has rejected the site.

Back then there was a Congressman
by the name of Moakley, the chairman
of the House Rules Committee. He was
concerned over what he perceived as a
constitutional issue—single House ac-
tion—and sought an approach that
would allow a State to raise an objec-
tion but also guarantee that a decision
would be made without raising con-
stitutional questions. The solution he
proposed, and which is included in the
legislation, was passage of a joint reso-
lution coupled with expedited proce-
dures that would eliminate any oppor-
tunity for obstruction or delay. In
other words, trying to make it fair to
the State that was affected.

Moakley’s State veto provision was
added to the House-Senate compromise
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bill after Senator Proxmire threatened
to filibuster the bill unless it was in-
cluded. Senator Proxmire described the
provisions as making it ‘“‘in order for
any Member of the Senate to move to
proceed to consideration of the resolu-
tion’ to override the State’s veto.

That is where we are today on this
matter.

Further, as a little history, Senator
George Mitchell, who was the majority
leader at that time, insisted that the
language ‘‘should not burden the proc-
ess with dilatory or obstructionist pro-
visions” and was only accepted in the
Senate because we were all assured
that there were no procedural or other
avenues that would prevent the Senate
from working its will within the statu-
tory framework.

Again, I want to quote Congressman
Moakley on that provision when the
House approved the final measure:

The Rules Committee compromise resolved
the issue in a fair manner. We proposed a
two-House veto of a State objection but re-
quired that both the House and Senate must
vote within a short timeframe. So long as
the vote is guaranteed, the procedures are
identical as a political and parliamentary
matter.

The process, which includes the right
of any Senator to make the motion to
proceed, is that guarantee.

All of this brings me to the point of
the majority leader’s ability to control
the flow of legislation in this body. The
majority leader has been very forth-
coming in his position on the resolu-
tion, and I understand and appreciate
that. While I disagree with his posi-
tion, I do not question his honesty or
his integrity. Nor do I wish to hinder
his ability to control the floor in nor-
mal circumstances.

This situation, however, is not one in
which we often find ourselves. In this
rather extraordinary case, we find our-
selves governed not by the usual rules
and traditions of the Senate but, rath-
er, by a very specific and limited expe-
dited procedure—a procedure set out in
law, a law that was passed by this
body.

Senator DASCHLE chooses to call this
fast-track procedure—he mentioned ‘‘a
violation of the Senate rules.”’” I choose
to call it an ‘‘exception.” But whatever
it is, whatever you want to call it, it is
the same thing. It is a statutory fast
track to consider a type of measure
that is not ordinarily before the Sen-
ate, nor ordinarily treated in this man-
ner. Extraordinary circumstances often
call for an extraordinary procedure,
and I think that is what we have before
us.

Despite what Senator DASCHLE has
indicated in a press conference earlier
this week:

This whole procedure, as you know—we
locked in a procedure many, many years
ago—I believe it was in 1982—

And he continued later in the state-
ment:

But this is what we are faced with. And so
given the fact that we’re faced with a very
un-Senate-like procedure, I have no objec-
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tion to that concept. (Here he is referring to
a Republican making the motion to proceed)
in terms of who would raise the issue on the
floor.

Certainly I appreciate the leader’s
recognition that this measure must
come up, and should the majority lead-
er not make the motion, obviously
some other Member will. If that is
what will happen, it does not in any
manner undercut the authority of our
majority leader. No Senator, however,
has come running to interrupt the
present schedule of proceedings by
bringing up this resolution.

We have, in fact, had discussions be-
tween the majority and minority lead-
ers. We would like to enter into a
unanimous consent agreement to mini-
mize any potential disruption to the
Senate, but that may not be possible,
given the objection of the Senators
from Nevada.

I quote from an article that appeared
in one of the publications that I was
given, in the ‘‘Hill Briefs,” a reference
by Emily Pierce, Congressional Quar-
terly staff writer, on 6-19 of this year,
third paragraph:

And Senator ENSIGN and Senator REID said
they aimed to persuade enough Members of
both parties to reject the procedural motion,
contending it would set a bad precedent.
They contend the majority leader should
control the agenda rather than leave that
task to another Senator.

That is really incidental, but I think
it points out that we have two Sen-
ators from Nevada who rightly are
going to object to moving this matter
before the Senate.

Barring what would be any further
delays, we can find an appropriate time
that is convenient to the schedule of
our two leaders to resolve this matter.
As to who makes the motion to pro-
ceed, I do not know that it really mat-
ters very much.

When I was chairman of the Energy
Committee, I occasionally came to the
floor to move to proceed to some meas-
ure reported from the committee. I cer-
tainly think it would be equally appro-
priate for our present chairman to
make the motion to proceed to the con-
sideration of this resolution. However,
he may not want to do so.

I commend Senator BINGAMAN for an
excellent committee report and the de-
liberate approach that he took to the
consideration of the resolution. I com-
mend him. But the bottom line is that,
if the majority leader does not want to
make the motion, for substantive or
whatever reason, the statute explicitly
deals with the situation to ensure that
the Senate can take action.

As T have said before, the State veto
and the congressional joint resolution
are extraordinary provisions. A vote on
the resolution is essential to the com-
promise in the agreement of 1982 to go
to a two-House resolution.

It offers no precedent for any other
situation and by its terms is limited to
this specific situation. There are
enough substantive issues that we can
discuss. We do not need to suggest that
somehow an explicit provision in a



S5798

statute should be ignored and does not
mean precisely what it says.

It is time we focus on substance and
I sincerely hope that the two leaders
can find a time before the July recess
for us to take up this important Yucca
Mountain resolution.

I would note that all debate is lim-
ited to 10 hours, so it would be possible
to take up the resolution one afternoon
or evening and have a vote the next
morning. That would create very little
inconvenience to the leaders’ schedule,
but I look forward to whatever they
can work out.

It is time for either the majority
leader or his designee—perhaps the
chairman of the Energy Committee
who introduced the resolution and so
ably guided it through committee—to
make the motion to proceed and estab-
lish, under the rules of the Senate and
the procedures laid out in the act, a
time and date certain when the Senate
can debate and vote on this resolu-
tion—as the act intended.

This matter is long overdue. It is the
obligation of this body. The House of
Representatives has done its job, and
the Senate should do its job.

I thank the Chair. I yield the floor.

———

EXTENSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent to speak as if in morn-
ing business and to extend morning
business time for 10 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

———
YUCCA MOUNTAIN

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I have
heard my friend, the distinguished jun-
ior Senator from Alaska speak, as I
have heard the Senator from Idaho
speak on several occasions during the
last few days. I have chosen not to re-
spond because what my friends have
spoken about we have heard many
times.

We have a situation on which the
American people are now focusing. The
focus for many years has been whether
Yucca Mountain is a suitable site for a
nuclear waste depository. Scientif-
ically, that has fallen apart for many
reasons. One is that under the statute,
Yucca Mountain and/or any other site
was supposed to be a facility that
would geologically protect the Amer-
ican people from nuclear waste. Yucca
Mountain didn’t work. They have
learned that geologically it can’t do
that because of the fault lines, because
of the water tables, and because of
many other facts. They decided to use
Yucca Mountain anyway. But they
would build an encasement and put it
down in the hole. They would have the
waste in containers in Yucca Moun-
tain.

The point is that now people are no
longer focusing on Yucca Mountain.
They are not focusing on Yucca Moun-
tain because they have come to the re-
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alization they have to get it there
some way. You are not going to wake
up one morning and suddenly find
thousands of tons of nuclear waste
from around the country from different
reactors there. No. You will have to
haul it there. We have learned they are
going to haul it by water, by train, and
by truck. They can haul all they want.
But the waste is always going to be at
these reactor sites. You can’t get rid of
it. You are producing it all of the time.

When they take a spent fuel rod out,
it has to stay onsite for 5 years before
they can touch it. Then they have to
determine how to move it.

We have known since September 11
that we have a lot of difficulty moving
anything dangerous on the highways of
this country. The most poisonous sub-

stances known to man are in these
spent fuel rods.

There is a Web site—
www.mapscience.org. It has been up

since last Tuesday. You can punch in
an address—whether it is Georgia,
whether it is Nevada, Virginia, Mary-
land, or Rhode Island. You will find in-
stantaneously how close nuclear waste
will travel to your home address or any
other address you enter.

Since Tuesday, we have had about
100,000 people who have focused on that
and who have made hits on that site.
People from all over this country are
now realizing that nuclear waste is not
a Nevada problem, it is their problem.

My friends from Alaska and Idaho
can come here and talk all they want.
But the people who are eminent sci-
entists and who have enough experi-
ence dealing with transportation—for
example, the former head of the Na-
tional Transportation Safety Board—
agree that this is a bad idea. Jim Hall,
the former head of the National Trans-
portation Safety Board has done edi-
torial boards, and he is an expert on
transportation safety. He said you
shouldn’t do it. You can’t do it. People
say: OK, big shot. What do you want to
do with it? That is very easy to answer.
Leave it where it is, where there are
storage containers, where you can en-
case and cover them with cement.
There are all kinds of ways to protect
them onsite, but you can’t do those
things when you haul the waste. The
casks become too heavy.

The majority leader is absolutely
right. He does not like this. He thinks
it is wrong headed. People have been
wined and dined by the nuclear power
industry for 20 years. One of the great
trips they take is to Las Vegas. They
say: Come on. We will show you Yucca
Mountain.

They whip them out to the mountain
for a few hours and put them up in
fancy hotels in Las Vegas for a week-
end or so. They have had hundreds of
staff out there to look at this. We
know how powerful staff is. They come
back and say there is a great reposi-
tory out there.

I acknowledge that my job is easier
than my friend, the junior Senator
from Nevada. My job is easier because
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this battle has been going on for a
while. President Clinton vetoed a pro-
posal to change environmental stand-
ards at Yucca Mountain. That veto was
upheld by a vote of the Senate—33
Democrats and 2 Republicans.

They also tried to establish Yucca
Mountain as a temporary place—an in-
terim storage site. President Clinton
interceded. That was soundly defeated.

My job is easier than my friend from
Nevada. I am working with people who
have not voted against this in the past,
and who have voted for my position in
the past. We had a President who, even
though he had a nuclear plant in Ar-
kansas, understood.

But my friends on this side of the
aisle must do the right thing. I don’t
say this negatively. I get campaign
contributions also. Even though I get
campaign contributions, that isn’t how
I have to vote. They give me that
money because they think I am an hon-
orable person trying to do the right
thing.

The fact that for 20-odd years mil-
lions of dollars have been given to cam-
paigns around this country, people
have to set that aside and do the right
thing. It is not easy to do. But they
have to do the right thing. I am not in
any way trying to demagog the issue
other than to say there are occasions
when people have to do the right thing.

For my friend, JOHN ENSIGN, and for
the people of this country, my friends
on the other side of the aisle must do
what is fair and understand that the
transportation of nuclear waste is not
safe.

The Chairman of the Nuclear Regu-
latory Commission said last week if
this bill does not go forward and the
veto of the Governor of Nevada is
upheld, that it is no big deal. We can
and will leave the nuclear waste where
it is. That is what the Chairman of the
Nuclear Regulatory Mission said last
week.

The former member of the NRC, Dr.
Victor Gilinsky, said at an Energy
Committee hearing: I don’t understand
what the rush is. They can’t transport
the stuff in Europe. They have tried.
This week they had a big demonstra-
tion where people chained themselves
to the railroad tracks. Basically, they
stopped the trains from hauling it. Ger-
many has given up on it.

The mad rush is because the nuclear
power lobby is extremely powerful. But
for the good of the people of this coun-
try, whether they have a nuclear reac-
tor in their State or not, you can’t
haul it safely. It is better left where it
is until we find the right technological
solution.

I guess the reason I came down is
that I have just kind of had it up to
here on all of these speeches about
what a righteous thing they are doing
by bringing this forward. It is the
wrong thing to do. It is not a Nevada
issue. It is an issue that affects every-
body in this country.

For anyone to even suggest or inti-
mate that this matter should now be
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